to think less than one thing. But in context Aristotle seems more concerned to rule out the notion that we might think more than one thing in a single act of thinking. And that seems perplexing. Don't we often think of many things in one go? It seems like one can easily think of a dozen eggs or the population of Boston. (There-you just did it.) But Aristotle has an equally easy answer. In cases where we seem to think of more than one thing, he insists that if it is not to be merely a series of thoughts, strung together like beads on a chain, the content of thought must have a certain unity (¡. L홢 T6 i4)Ce홢g aXX' fv Tt, Metaph. 6.4, 1027b24-25), however complex. Thus, while I could think of the population of Boston by first thinking about its first inhabitant, and then its second, and so on through the census roster, instead I generally think of them together. In the first case, I treat the population as a multiplicity, by thinking separately of each individual; in the second, I think of them as a group, united by the fact that they are all citizens of this fair city. Whichever way I do it, each individual thought will be of just one thing.
The problem with this answer is that, far from being absurd, it now seems utterly trivial. Couldn't anything have "unity" in this way? It doesn't seem there is any conglomeration that I must think of sequentially. When I think of the square root of two, the Brooklyn Bridge and Albert Einstein as a set of three items, haven't I thereby thought of them, in some sense, as one? Now, a trivial answer at least has the advantage of being true; and Aristotle, as we all know, does not shy from stating the obvious. But if this is all he means by the claim that every thought is of exactly one thing, it does not constitute a constraint on what can be thought and so does not deserve the emphasis he seems to attach to it. In short, it does no work. To be illuminating, the notion of unity must be a substantive one that we can distinguish from others senses of 'one.'
II. The Unity of Form
A natural suggestion is the one to which Professor Pritzl seems inclined towards the end of his paper (pp. 198-200) , namely, that the kind of unity at issue is one based on Aristotle's conception of form. What is one in the relevant sense is what is indivisible in form (d8홢aiperov £1' o£L), which Aristotle regards as the "origin of what can be known" (apxh 7-ou YVWCFTO홢, Metaph. 5.6, 1016b20) and the measure or standard against which our own knowledge is to be measured (10.1, 1052b16-26; 10.6, 1057a11-12) . This linkage, moreover, is confirmed explicitly by Aristotle. In Metaph. 10.1, he says that
